
July 10,2004 

Chaiimn Michael K. Powell 
Federal Coinmunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 205S4 

Re: WC Dockei No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 ani writing to add my voice I >f groups an dividuals omose to efforts the growir - _. 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consuniers who place the calls. As you approach your work on th is docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rither than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in  Virgini,a, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another slate -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. C h e n t  rules, as well ns c o m m  sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Eoth calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell compnnies want to treat t h i s  as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitanr in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to che Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only B fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I PITI aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consuinecs and show the Bell companies the door 
011 this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
Cormnissioner Kevin S. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July IO, 2004 

Chairmin Michael K. Powell 
Federal Cbmunications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20S54 

Re: WCDocket 'No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to cii-cumvent current rules an calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in 'Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a "platform" in another state -- let's say in Nebraska. From this 
"platfomi," he or she hears a nlessage about a conqmy, non-prufit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virghia. Current d e s ,  as well as common sense, state 
that this repiesents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska aiid one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a cull to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies' actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of wliat they want to charge consume.rIs. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don't need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to fom lxge 
corporations. 

I ani aware that the long distance coinpanies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers' interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q.  Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Cormnissioner Kevin 5 .  Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelsrein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Conmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed 10 efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings ofthe four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toil-free number, along with his or her ITN. The caller, who inay be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a ”platfomi” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is u call to Nebrash and then a 
sepal-ate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stare call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no mlarionship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only r fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four barge 
corporations. 

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort lo  protect their custoiners’ interests in this nunner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemarhy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Marlin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



Chairman Michael K. Powel? 
Federal Colnmunicarions Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the grov IC: nun a of groups and individuals opposed to effons 
by the local Bell telephone coiiipanies to circumvent curreat rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. AS you approach y o u  .work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep tile needs of consumers in mind mher than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-tiee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state *_ let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company. non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, stare 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to reat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are oiily a fraction of what they want to chai-ge consumers. 

Prices =-e already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higlier rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I alii aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the PCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccfi: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket NO. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local. Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in inany cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. AS you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather Ih;m the pleadings of ,the four Bel1 companies. 

The Bdl  companies want 10 target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected lo a “platform” in another state -I let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company. non-profit or parson. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, s3te 
lhat this represents two calls, one fiom Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is il call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of whar they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a ‘blatant giveaway to four lmge 
corpoi-ations. 

I xm aware that the loiig distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
OD this issue. 

Sincerely, e-, T-20 JL- 4 [A 
ccs: Comnissioner Kathleen Q. Abmathy 

Commissioner Michael I. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Srreet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chiliman l’owell: 

1 am writing lo add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals apposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell cornpdnies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in  which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who limy be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “plalform” in another state _- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfomi,” he or she hears a message about a company, non2profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense. sfate 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject EO inrerstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call ro Virginia. 

But the Bell companies wont to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relalionship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want lo  charge consumers. 

Prices are aheddy rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four luge 
corporations. 

I ani aware that the long distance conipanies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with h e  FCC in an effort to protect thek custoiners’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consuiners and show the Bell companies the door 
011 tkis issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin 1. M h  
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chaiimn Michael K. Powell 
Federal Coinniunications CoinnGssion 
445 12Lh sweet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consuiners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those cdls in which B caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-ikee number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, wlio may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfoini” in another stale -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platForm,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone io Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstale access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat tlis as a single ill-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, inilk and other products. Consumers don’tneed higher prices for 
phone cdlls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant givedwity to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the %%C in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

0%- c‘.Jla> 
” 

d W  m7rJL 
ccs: Commissioner Katldeen Q. Abemathy 

Conmissioner Michael I. Copps 
Comnissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Comnlissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chaiiman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Coinmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Wnshington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number ufgroups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone conipanies to circumvent current rules 011 calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
r3res - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in nund rather rhan rhe pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target hose calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in anorher state --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about 3 company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules. as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject 10 interstarc access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Eut the Bell companies wan1 to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs. which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect tlieircustomers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcrnathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin I. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Scnaror 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fcdenl Communications Cornmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear C h i r m n  Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to dze growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher r a w  -in many cases. dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docker, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather thdn the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a csller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
exwmple, is connected to a “platform” in another stale -- let’s say in Nebraska. From chis 
“platform,” he or she hears a tressage a b u t  a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the relephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as ,well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls ;ue subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and [hen a 
stpar& cill to Virginia. 

Rut the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fses have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ iictiial 
costs. which pre only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, cspecially when chese higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prepaid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custotners’ interests in this mnnner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner lonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Comi~ssion 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington. DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies IO circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, i t  will nsult in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 implore 
you co keep the needs of consu,mers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Re11 companies want to target those calls in which a caller Uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The ca~lcr. who may be io Vkginia. for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in mother state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two colls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate ca11 to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat r h i s  as a single in-scare call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees lwve no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actudl 
costs, which are only a fraction of whar they wanc to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when chess higher raws represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the. long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the PCC in an effort to protect their cusromcrs’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincereiy, 

- ,.,’ -q,u ---------- 50Y 7 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. bernathy 

Conmissioner Michael J. CoppS 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Ball telephone companies to circuinvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, drmrically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket. I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller. who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stite _- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
”platform,” he or she hears a message about II company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comnon sensa, state 
that thi5 represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one .froin Nebraska LO Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intersrate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Rut the Bell companies want to treat this as a single tn-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to chage consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Coiisu~ners don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially wllen these higher rates represent a blaranr giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I a m  aw8re that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now tiine for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers cud show the Bell companies the door 
on chis issue. 

/’ yJ;\,l-q +mq 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Absrnarhy 

Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Cormnunications Conunission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
WdShilIgtoll. D c  20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am witing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, draillatically higher 
rates -for consumers whoplace the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consuniers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want 10 target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-.fiee nuinber, along with h i s  or her PIN. The ciiller, who m y  be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state --let’s say in Nebraska. Fr0.m this 
“plarform,” he or she hears a message about a company, noli-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to intersrate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees hdve no relationship whatsoever Lo the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I ain nwwe that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customm’ interests in this mnner.  It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell conipanies the door 
on this issue. 

Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10.2004 

Chainnan Michael K. Powell 
Federal Co~~munications Comnission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individr Is opposed to effom 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with n pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in mvny cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
yoii to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, dong with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platfmni” in another state -” let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
diiils the telephone ntnber of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense. sate 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebbrash and one from Nebraska 10 Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because d im is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher catcs represent a blatant giveaway to Eour large 
corporations. 

1 am aware that the long distance companies and orhers that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effon to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, qz-&d A 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemdthy 
Conlmissioiier Michael I. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senatm 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Cliairian Michael R. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dew Chaimian Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consunlers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell conipanies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in ‘Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platforni” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platfom.” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of Someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to h a t  this as a single in-skte. call so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which a n  only a fraction of what they wdnt to charge consumers. 

Prices ire akwdy iising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher raws represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
coipordtions . 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bill companies the door 
on this issue. 

Smcerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abzrnathy 
Commissioner Michael J. COppS 
Commissioner Kevin J. M d n  
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairmm Michael IC. Powell 
Federal Coirlrnunications Commission 
445 12th Street. S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WCDocketNo. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am *ricing ED add my voice to tl- growing UPS and individu; ouuose 0 efforrs _ _  imt 
by the local Bell telephone companiks to ciicumvent cumnLrules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in hgher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on tlus docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a roll-free number, along with his or her PM. The culler, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platforin” in another state --let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“plaltfom,” he or she hears amessage about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia 10 Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
sepamte call to Vii-ginia. 

But the Bell companies want lo treat this as a single in-srate call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relarionship whatsoever to the Eel1 companies’ actuul 
costs. which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatanr giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

1 am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell prc-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC IO weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

. 

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Fedeixl Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing IO add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeerl, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of Consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell compnnies. 

The Bell companies wilnt to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s SAY in Nebraska. From this 
”platForm,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-protit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as comnion sense, state 
that this represents two cills, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one frornNebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as B single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access chwges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of whdt they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially Nhen these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I’am awnre rhiit the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this m n e r .  It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consLiinecs xnd show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerd y, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner lonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10.2004 

Chairman Michaei Powell 
Federal Communicalions Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docker NO. 03-133 

Dear Chainnan Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior cirizens, inmigrants, college students and 
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consuniers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, of stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer con,venience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged meas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an dfordable altemativc to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes ilre precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new %-stale” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will subsrandally increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card coiisumer~ by deciding 
that these services are no1 subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

ccs: Commissioner Michael Copps 
Cormnissioner Kathleen Abemathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chairman Michael Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees 011 prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, ,inlmignnrs, college. students and 
military fiunilies rely upon calling card services for a variety ofneeds. Many of these 
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to p3y a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option 
they have to stay connected - to make phone calls to Iwk for a job, for afforddable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predicrable COSIS. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers lirerally iisk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
telephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what theFCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies while the burden would fill1 squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these. cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

CCS: @ommissioner Michael Copps 
Commissioner Kathleen Abernalhy 
Coimnissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Coimwicarions Commission 
445 12th Skeet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WCDocket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in  niany cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this dmket, 1 implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than dlc pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The 13ell cornpanics want to mget those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, .who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform” he or she hears a message ahout il company, non-profir or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Rorh calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and thcn a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to mat this as o. single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to rhe Bell companies’ aclual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, nlilk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware Ihat the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custommrs’ interests in this mnnner. I1 is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on rhc side cif consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
011 this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J .  Cows 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chakmn Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 am writing IO add my voice to the growing number of goups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local ’Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases. drarnarically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the. calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell coinpanies. 

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a prc-paid calling card and 
diails a loll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who m y  be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another stak -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
‘platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense. sine 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

aut h e  Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whiitswver to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they went to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four luge  
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
llow t h e  for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Comrrdssioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



JUIY IO, 2004 

Cliairmari Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Conlmission 
445 12tb Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

I am writing to add my voice lo the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeedd. i t  will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - For consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies wait to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-pa,id calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“plntforni,“ he or she hears B message about a company, non-profit orperson. The culler then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

Rut the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell compunies’ actual 
cow, which are only m fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas. milk and other product$. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phoric calls too, especially when these higher wtes 1-epresent a blatant giveaway to four luge 
corporations. 

I am awure thai the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the ride of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

&& A %J 
ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy P- Comrnlssioner Commissioner Michael Kevin J. J. Martin COppS 

Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Cornmission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20553 

Re: WC Docker No. 03-133 

Dear C h i m a n  Powell: 

I am writing to add niy voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Eel1 telephone companies to circunivent current rules on calls placed with a prepaid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates - in many cases, drnmaticnlly highec 
rates - o r  consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in  mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell companies want lo target those calls in which a caller uses a pie-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free nuinber, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
example. is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebrnska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone nurnbe,r of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common scnse, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia. 
Both calls arc subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want 10 treat this as a single in-slate cull so they can levy exorbirant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever lo the Be11 companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent il blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance companies and others thar sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in lhis manner. It is 
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Sincerely, 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adclstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July IO, 2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
44.5 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman Powell: 

1 nm writing to add my voice to the gowing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Re11 telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in  higher rates - in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates - for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket. I implore 
you to keep tit? needs of consumers in .mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Bell compmies wait to target those calls in which a caller uses a prepaid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for 
exdmple, is connected to a “platform” :in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
”platform,” he or she hems a message about a company, non-profir or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. k e n t  rules, as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one froin Nebraska Lo Virginia. 
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a 
separate call IO Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single In-state call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
s w e  access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want co charge consumers. 

Prices are already iising for gas, milk and other producrs. Consumers dou’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too. especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four luge 
corporations. 

I am aware that the long distance cotiipanies ,md ochers that sell pre-paid calling cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custonlers’ interests in this manner. It is 
,low time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy 
Commissioner Michael J. Copps 
Cormiissioner Kevin J. ‘Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10, 2004 

Chainnan Michael Powell 
Fedem1 Comiunications Commission 
445 12th Srreet, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20554 

RE: WC Doclcet No. 03-133 

Dear Chaiman Powell: 

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid 
calling card services. 

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, irmnigzants, college students and 
military fanlilies rely upon calling card services for B vaiiety of needs. Many of these 
consuiners do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit 
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only opcion 
they have 10 stay connected -to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable 
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or sray in touch with family and friends. These 
cards offer convenience and predictable costs. 

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the 
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other 
consumer groups because they ai-e an affordable alternative to regular and wireless 
relephone services. 

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access 
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local 
telephone companies whde the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can 
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost 
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by 
these cards. 

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding 
that these services cue not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees. 

Coinmissioner Kathleen Abernathy 
Commissioner Kevin Martin 
Commissioner Jonithan Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 



July 10,2004 

Chairman Michael K. Powell 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, DC 30554 

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133 

Dear Chairman PoweU: 

1 ani writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts 
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid 
calling card. 1f they succeed, it will result in higher rates -in many cases, dramatically higher 
rates -for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore 
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies. 

The Eel1 companies want to target those calls in which a cdler uses a pre-paid calling card and 
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia. for 
example, is connected to a “platform“ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this 
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then 
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules. as well as common sense, state 
that this represents two calls, one froni Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginis. 

, Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because here is a call IO Nebraska and t l m  a 
separate call to Virginia. 

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-stale call so they can levy exorbitant in- 
state access charges. Such fees have no reladonship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual 
costs, which .me only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. 

Prices ue  already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for 
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large 
corporations. 

I am aware chat rhe long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calllng cards have 
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is 
now time for the FCC IO weigh in on the side of cqnsuners and show’the Bell companies the door 
on this issue. 

Commissioner Michael 1. Copps 
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin 
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein 
Senator 
Senator 


